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Christopher: Considering <i>The Great Divorce</i> (Parts III, IV, & V)

Considering The Great Di\?or.cc
by J. R. Christopher
Preface

'acientifictionists.'
So far as I lcnov, no one ever identified either
origin precisely.
But I would like to malt• a bibliographic point: the Prefaces are identical in the
English and .laerican editions of The Great Divorce, 2
but the footnote exieta only in the tngiiab edition.

The Great Divorce: A Dream, a small book by
C. S. Lewis-;-""ippeared in Engla.iid""""iilT945, and the
following year without a subtitle in America.
It had
previously been published as a newspaper serial under
the title of "ll'ho C.oes Home? or, The Grand Divorce"
(10 November 1944 to 13 April 1945).
My study of this
book consists of five parts.
The first two··"The
~ledieval Analoguds" and "The Modern Analogues"· ·were
read at ~!ythcon I and appeared in the Proceedin8s of
that conference.
The third part, "The Var1ousersions",
was not suitable for reading, since it consists mainly
of charts, but it is here reproduced in its proper
sequence. The last two sections··"The
Generic Artistry"
and "The! Religious Application"--were
read, of course·
at Mythcon II and are here printed.
'

1'his raiaei several queationa about the
various versions. Spotcheclc.ing has not revealed any
changes in wording between the tvo hardcover editions,
but the .&.merican version does have chapter nu.mbera,
fourteen of thea. At this point I compared the sections of the English edition, which are marked with
large, dark capital letters, with the American chapters, with the following reault:
CBJ.RT om:

'But they
more than anyone
The Glory flows
everyone: light
the rh i ng ."

aren't distinguished··no
else.
Don't you understand?
into everyone,
and back from
and mirrors.
But the light's

This I believe to be a generalized reference to
Dante's Il Paradiso, where the souls of the saved,
I do not
the angers, and God are i1:1aged as light.
know how many times Dante refers to mirrors··not
in about an hour
having a concordance available··but
of looking I located the following passages (given by
canto and line numbers):
11:90, 97£f.; 111:10;
IX:21,
61; XIIl:l27·12B
(a reflection
in a sword);
XXl:l7·18;
XXVIIl:5-9;
XXIX:l44;
XV:ll4; XVIl:l22·123;
XXX:~5; an~ XXX!ll :118·120,
128 (reflections,
though
not involving mirrors).
Some discussion of some of
these! passages appears in Allen Tate's "The Symbolic
A ~leditation on Uante's Three ~lirrors"
Imagination:
(the three mirrors appear in II:97ff.).
And no doubt there is some resemblance
between Macdonald's comments to Lewis that the vis ion
he has seen is symbolic (p. 116), echoing the immediately
erec~ding discussion of man's necessity for seeing things
1n time (p. 115), and Beatrice's comments to Dante that
the or~aniz~tion of ~~aven which he is perceiving is
symbolic, fitted to n1s understanding (11 Paradiso
•
I\1:28·63).
Part III: The Various Versions
In Part II, I wrote of the modern works which
were parallel to The Great Divorce and some which
probably in!luencecit,""Dut I oiiiitted one analogue
which Lewis acknowledges; he writes in his "Preface":

American
edition

American
chapter

I
I seemed to be standing p. 1;
p. 1
II
I vaa not left very long p. 17
p. 6
III
A cliff had loomed up
p. 26
p. 17
IV
Aa the solid people
p. ;o
p. 2;
v
For a moment
p. ;5
p. 30
VI
The cool smooth skin
p. 45
p. 42
VII
p. 49
p. 47
Alt.hough I watched
VIII
p. 53
I sat still
p. 54
I:I
'Where are ye goin,7'
p. 59
p. 60
('Whist, novl )
p. 72
p. 76
Thia passage begins near the bottom of a page;
it does not have a heavy, large capital, or a
chapter number, but it does involve a skipped
apace just before it.
(The parenthesis is mine.)
This conversation also
p. 77
p. 83
X
One of the most painful p. 82
p. 90
n
p. 97
('\Jby did you bring)p. 87
This passage 1n the English edition involves a
skipped apace like the earlier one. The
American edition has the passage begin at the
top of p. 97, so no space is shown. (The
parenthesis again ia mine.)
Ill
p. 108
The reason why
p. 97
p. 118 nII
I do not lt:nov
p. 106
nv
p. 116
J.nd suddenly
p. 130

In shor~ the passages in the English edition marked
with heavy capitals and the chapters in the American
edition correspond perfectly.
Except for two odd
subdivisions, marked with skipped spaces, there seems
to be nothing amiss in comparing the two editions.
(It is true that the American edition uses double
quotation marks instead of the single ones which I
have shown on a few passages.) The difference
between the .&.merican edition beginning on p. land
the British on p. 13 is due simply to Macmillan Company using Roman numbers for the preliminary matter.
I was bothered by the number of pages in
the va.rious chapters; the point in the following chart
is not the difference in chapter length between the
two editions (Macmillan used larger type than did
Blee}), but the length of the "average" chapter:

••• I must acknowledge.,. debt to s writer whose
name I have forgotten and whom I read several
years ago in a highly coloured American 11agazine of what they call 'Scienti1'iction•.1
The
unbendable and unbreakable quality of_,heavenly matter was suggested to me by hi.:m,
though he used the fancy for a diifereDt and
most illgenious purpose. His hero travelled
into the ptht: and there, very properly, found
ra1.Ddrops
at would pierce him like bullets
and sandwiches that no strength could bite-because, of course, notbi?lg in the past can be
altered. I, with less originality but (I hope)
equal propriety have transferred this to the
eternal. If the writer of that story ever
reads these lines I ask him to accept.,. grateful acknowledgment.
(pp.8-9)

CRART '.NO
number of
pages:

chapter
I

II
III
IV

v

VI
VII
VIII
IX

x

(subdivided by a break)
(subdivided

Ill

nII

nv

Thia method of travel also I learned from the

®

Enslish

by

a break)

American

4
9
4
5
10
4
5

5
11
6

18
13~4~
5
15
5~9~
9

2~
16~6~
7
18
7+11
10
12

5

n

Levis also has a footnote on p. 112 about the bus
increasing in size as it enters the border of Heaven:
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English
edition

pauage

One Dantean allusion which should have been
noted in the first part of this study appears in a
conversation betwe<ln the Ghost Artist and his friend;
the latter is explaining the status of famous artists
in l!eaven (on pp. 75-76 of the English edition):

10

;

?

12
5
6

?

4-

1

It we aaauae the baaic unit (in the Mythcon
Engliab Proceedings,
edition)
Vol.
1, Iss.the
3 [1972],
3
about
balic Art.
length
of inatali.enta (or •unita•)
i• appro:d.aate~ tour to !iTe page• long, then
proved to be !air~ accurate, although the fueion ot
cbaptera I, Ill, IV, VI, VII, VIII, I, and llV a.re
the final chapter with eoimpreceding aaterial wae
one unit long. Chapter• II, V, nI, and llII are
unexpected.6
double uni ta. And chapters II and n are three uni ta
long (chapter II approacbee tour unite).
In abort,
I have reached
two other conclusion•
the chapter• are quite irregular in length.
baaed on this atu~. liret, I conclude that the
"accidental•" o!ten coapletely uncertain.
I have
Next I decided to compare the chapters to the
noted above that at one point ghoaX ia varioualy
original aerial Teraion o! the book which appeared in
treated as capitalized and not, an that the second
the Engliab religioue newspaper The Guardian under
syllable of Macdonald ia also differently treated.
.the title or •1Jbo Goes Home? or,~e Grand Divorce". 4
A.llother paaeage which shows variance in capitalization
ia the beginning or the twenty-second inatall.lllent; tba
CB.ART THREE
newspaper uaea capitals on the first line o! text, as
!ollowa:
chapter
American
Engliah
equivalent
pagee
pagea
inatali.ent date
PRESENTLY THE LADY GOT
up and began to walk
15
10 Nov.1944
I
13-16
1-5
away.
l? Nov.1944
II
II.!
l?-21
6-11
(Thia concludes with Napoleon's complaint and the
The English edition does not capitalize lady; the
collllent, "But he didn't seem able to atop it.")
American edition does.
So here the two books differ,
III
24 Nov.1944
II.B
21-25
11-16
and the newspaper can support neither.
IV
1 Dec.1944
III
26-29
l?-22
v
8 Dec.1944
IV
30-34
23-29
Further, there are differences in punctuation.
VI
15 Dec.1944
V.!
35-39
30-35
The newspaper and the American edition use double
(Thia breaks ott in the llliddle o! a conversation,
quotation marks around speeches; the English edition
with "'I'm not sure that I've got the exact point
uses single.
(These differences between publications
you are tI71ng to make.' said the Ghost."; the
are baaed on the Rouse Rules or the various publinext installment begins with "'I 8ll not trying to
cationa.7)
One interesting passage where the newsmake UJJ point,' said the Spirit."
B7 the way,
paper di!!era from tba books is at the beginning of
the installment and tb.e American edition do not
the twentieth installment, where tb.e punctuation twice
tb.e English edition does.)
capitalize
appears o! exclamation point, close o! quotation marks,
VII
22 Dec.
V.B
39-44
35-41
and colllla:
VIII
29 Dec.1944
VI
45-48
42-46
5 Jan.1945
VII
49-53
4?-52
"Darling! At last I", said the Lady.
II
l
12 Jan.1945
"Good Heavens I" , tboug.ht I.
VIII
54-58
53-59
II.A
59-64
60-66
n
19 Jan.1945
(Since I was not supplied with tb.e final column
Both books drop the commas.
in my Xerox copy, I estimate the conclusion by
the next beginning. Thus, this install.lllent must
If I bad to make eatimaten on Lewis's
close with Lewis's question, "And bow can they
original text in these passages I have cited (and
choose it?"; the next installment opens with
mUJJ others could be found), I would estimate that
Macdonald's answer. B7 the way, the English
Lewis did not capitalize the second part or Macdonald,
edition alone uses "MacDonald"; the serial and the because be did not in his anthology of passages from
American.edition use •Micdonald0.)
that author (one point against the English edition).
III
26 Jan.1945
Il:.B 64-68
66-?l
because it is
I would estiaate be did capitalize~
(This passage ends with the sentence, "The
so treated elsewhere in the book (a second point
shrill monotonous whine died away as the speaker,
against the English edition).
At this point it begins
still accolllJ)anied by the bright patience by her
to look as if the English edition were not trustworthy,
side, moved out or hearing." The English edition
but the same argument as was produced for capitalizing
omits the first colllla; tb.e other versions have it.) k!Ld,y would also apply to Gbost--and in that case only
II.c
68-?2
?1-?6
XIII
2 Feb.1945
~glisb edition capit'i!!Zid the word. Vbat about
(This break is at tb.e skipped space which I despunctuation? I estimate that a newspaper would not
cribed in Cb.art One as occurring in Cb.apter II.)
add such unusually placed commas to Lewis's manuscript,
nv
9 Feb.1945
IX.D
72-?6
76-82
so they were probably in the original (points against
XV
16 Feb.1945
l
77-81
83-89
both book versions).
And if a:rry argument can be made
XVI
23 Feb.1945
XI.A
82-87
90-96
about the double va. single quotation marks, the
(This break is at the skipped apace which I desdouble marks are more likely correct; this I estimate
cribed in Cb.art One as occurring in Chapter n.)
on the basis of the one letter which I received from
II.B
8?-92
9?-102
XVII
2 Mar.1945
Lewis where be uses the double marks. 8
(Tb.is passage ends with the Angel's request to
kill the red lizard.
"'Have I your perllliasion?'"
ln addition to the questions of punctuation
The next installment begins with the sentence,
and capitalization, I conclude, secondly, that the
"The Angel's bands were almost closed on the
It is true
chapter divisions are highly uncertain.
Lizard, but not quite.")
that the install.lllents often break into the middle o!
XVIII
9 Mar.1945
XI.C
92-96
102-10?
conversations (four times to be exact), but the
nx
16 Mar.1945
III.!
97-100
108-111
divisions between installments II and III, III and
(This passage ends with the sentence, "He was like
XIII, llII and XIV, XV1 and XVII, and III and XIII
a seedy actor of the old school~; the next
are not any worse than most of the chapter breaks,
installment begins with "'Darling! At last!' said
and even the divisions between installments XVII and
the Lady.")
XVIII, and :IVIII and m, are not impossible.
II
23 Mar.1945
llI.B
100-105 111-117
III
29 nar.1945
nII.!
106-109 118-122
Thus I am le!t with questions.
Did Levis
(This passage·ends with the clause, " ••• a brown
vritetbe book in twenty-three installments? Did be
bird went hopping past her, bending with its
tell the book publisher to uae fourteen sections or
light feet the grasses I could not bend."; the
chapters? Vere the akipped spaces in chapters II and
next inatall.lllent begins, "Presently the lady got
.-n originally meant to be aajor divisions, as they are
up and began to walk awa,:r." In the !irat new
installment breaks? \Ibo established where the last
paragraph after this chart, the capitalization o!
chapter ahoul.dbegin? Did the publishers work from
lad,;f will be diaeuaaed.)
manuscripts, typescripts, or the install.lllents? Vby is
IIIr---- 6 !pr.1945
llII.B
109-113 122-12?
the footnote on science-fiction writers only in the
(This passage ends with the clause, "' ••• as it one
English edition, not in the newspaper or the American
drop o! ink bad been dropped into that Great Ocean
edition? Vbat sort of punctuation and capitalization
to which your terrestrial Pacific itaelt is only a
did Lewis prefer?
molecule.'"; the next inatall.lllent begins, "'I see,'
said I at last."
Another interrupted conversation,
For that matter, what was Lewis's choice of
in other words.)
title for the book? The installments appeared under
IIIII
13 Apr.1945
XIII.c-nv
113-118 127-133
"Vho Goes Home? or, The Grand Divorce"; the English
(There is no special. marking o! the beginning of
edition is The Great Divorce: A Dream; and the
the last chapter.)
American ~d.Ttioii'""arOps ail subTi~for simply The
Great Divorce.
--As will ~e observed from this chart,my aaa~ptions

gb19ti
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publiahing

V)
7. III, IV,
The& Thieves
It a person had anyChristopher:
reasonable Considering
chance or <i>The Great Divorce</i> (Parts
8. The Counsellors of Fraud
a detinitive textual edition ot The Great

Divorce, he aight go through all three vera!ons,
elaborately checking tor each variant.
(But I am not·
enough or a textual critic to want to be the one who
doea it.) And, it Lewis's aanuacript were available,
it it still exiata, thsihia editing could involve tour
eourcee. lor aoat purposes, it is enough tor ae to
kllow that the words ot the book are sound, even it
the punctuation ia occasionally awry; I would, however,
like to get a look at that manuscript (it it exists)
to aee what Lewie intended about the chapters.
.lt thie poi.nt I would like to quote two
paaaages from Valter Hooper's letter which baa been
nllllling through mJ footnotes but so !ar baa not been
ackllowledged in m::r text; neither passage gives an
absolutely authoritative answer to an:r or the questions I have raised, yet Hooper's probabilities are
ae nearly authoritative aa one is likely to !ind.
Hooper write a:
I am fairly certs.in that the original l1S
It was Lewis's
practice at that time to destroy his 11SS after
a typescript had been made.
of the book is not extant.

i·d~~;t·thii"ik:·i;~1~·~~~t;·tb;·b~~k·1~·23·
installments but I don't know. l1;r gueee ie
that The Guardian fitted in as man:r words as
they 'TiiOught /It considering all the other
things they had to get into a small newspaper.
In light of these uncertainties (although probabilities), I have not argued from the chapter organization of The Great Divorce (or lack of it) in my
discussion"O? tilie'Dook 1 s structure which follows.
Part IV:
The ~eneric Artistry
Jn Part I of this study of C. S. Lewis's The Great
Divorce, I considered the parallels between it-aild~~llante's La Oivina Commedia. I should like to return to
that discusS"IOil"in a d1l£ercnt way in this fourth part.
I recall that when I was working on my doctoral dissertation on Lewis, and discussing with my supervisor at
the University of Oklahoma some of my intentions, he
sug~ested that I should consider the theological implications of Lewis's lax organization as compared with
Dante's tautness.
I suspected then, and I still suspect today, that the point was a personal one, since my
professor was a Roraan Catholic and I was an Anglican.
At any rate, I never did quite consider the theological
implications of Lewis's laxness in my chapter on The
.• ~reat Divorce, yet I was allowed to get through my
aererice anyway.
But certainly the point, in so far as it applies
to artistic organization, is a valid one.
I also recall that a number of years earlier I was taken by an
enthusiastic Presbyterian student minister to Oklahoma
City University
(a >•ethodist school) to see the
Bishop's Players (a ~ethodist touring drama group) put
on a product ion of The Great Iii vorce.
I had not at
that time read the 500lc:-an<f what I recall of the evening is that a number of characters whom I never got
identified tended to come onto the stage from various
directions talking about topics I never quite got
sorted out. No doubt if I had been sitting closer to
the front, so I wouldn't have had to strain to hear
the words, I could have enjoyed the performance more.
But my impressions are all of chaos.
Let me be more specific. Dante organized
L'lnferno classically according to the types of sins:
I. Incontinence
A. The Lustful
B. The Gluttonous
C. The Hoarders and Spendthrifts
0. The Wrathful
II. Violence
A. The Violent against their Neighbors
B. The Violent against Themselves
(the Suicides)
C. The Violent against God, Nature, and
Art (the Blasphemers, the Homosexuals,
the Usurers)
I I I. Fraud
A. Simple Fraud
l. Th-e Panderers and Seducers
2. The Flatterers
3. The Simoniacs
4. The Sorcerers
5. The Ba rrators
6. The Hypocrites
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9. The So~ers of Discord
10.
The Falsifiers
B: Complex Fraud
1. The Traitors to their Kindred
2. The Traitors to their Country
3. The Traitors to their Guests
4. The Traitors to their Lords
Against this elaborate planning of llell, one may set the
simplicity of Dante's 11 Purgatorio:
I. The Proua
II. The Envious
III. The Wrathful
IV. The Slo~hful
V. The Covetous
VI. The Gluttonous
The Lustful
VII.
The obvious point is that Hell punishes individual sins;
Purgatory purges the roots of the Seven Deadly Sins.
. T.he artistic point I wish to make is the contrast
of this with the Ghosts in The Great Divorce.
There
are nine sketches of Ghosts1ieing-iii'Ct by Spirits or
Angels who offer to help the Ghosts achieve salvation:
1. The Big Ghost, a hard employer, met by
Len, a former employee (pp. 28, 30-34--all
page references to the Geoffrey Bies
edition).
2. The Episcopal Ghost, an apostate bishop,
met by Dick, an early friend (pp. 24,
3S-43).
3. The Ghost dressed in finery, met by a
naked Spirit (pp. SS-SS),
4. The grumbling Ghost, met by a Solid
Spirit (pp. 67-68).
S. The artistic Ghost, a famous painter,
met
by another painter (pp. 72-76).
6. The Ghost wife, who wants back her husband, Robert, met by llilda (pp. 77-81).
7.
Pam, the motherly Ghost, who wants her
son, Michael, met by her brother,
Reginald (pp. 82-87).
8. The Ghost with the Red Lizard, met by an
Angel (pp. 89-96).
9. Frank Smith, the Dwarf Ghost, leading a
Tragedian dummy, met by his wife, Sarah
(pp. 97-110).
Obviously these nine meetings add up to a suggestive
number, even if two more than the Seven Deadly Sins.
But though I have played with these meetings, and with
some other episodes involving the Ghosts who do not meet
anyone come from God to help them, I have not been able
to find any pattern to them.
For example, the SelfRighteousness of the Big Ghost is followed by the
Apostasy of the Episcopal Ghost; then the meetings are
interrupted by the accounts of the Avarice of Ikey and
the Cynicism (intellectual Sloth?) of the Hard-Bitten
Ghost; then the meetings are resumed with the Shamefulness (reversed Lust?) of the Ghost dressed in finery;
and so on. First, I find little resemblance between
these Ghosts' sins--their attitudes,
as Lewis emphasizes
them--and the emphasis upon acts which is basic to
Uante's Inferno.
Second, even though there is a
closer resemblance to the attitudes being corrected on
the stone ledges of Mount Pu rg at o ry , still there is no
pattern which suggests Dante.
It's not jusf a matter.
of Lewis not having an example of Gluttony; it's a
matter. of no structural plan upon which his edifice is
built.
Let me illustrate this a different way. I am bothered by the placement, side by side, of the Ghost wife,
who wants her husband returned to her so she can continue to "improve" him, and Pam, who wants her son
returned to her so she can "love" him. The first of
these scenes begins, "This conversation also we overheard" (p. 77), and ends with the Ghost wife's disappearance, "like a dying candle-flame" (p . 81); after
this- vanishing, the next section begins, "One of the
Most painful meetings we witnessed was between a woman's
Ghost and a Bright Spirit who had apparently been her
brother" (p. 82).
The desire to control others, to
have them, to possess them, is basic to both sketches.
What possessed Lewis to stick them side by side in that
way? If George Macdonald (the character in The Great
Divorce) had even discussed them as parallel-ei'amples
of a certain type of sin, one could understand it. Or
if Lewis had written other scenes which were so clearly
parallel, the juxtaposition of these two would not be
so startling.
As things arc, I can only judge this to
be an artistic error in planning (or failing to plan)
the work.
Another structural flaw, it seems to me, occurs in
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the sudden shift to allegorical
presentation
in the
last two meetings.
Up to this point the Ghosts have
been simply ghosts:
then a Ghost with a Red Lizard
shows up, followed
by a Dwarf Ghost, leading by a chain
a full-sized
Tragedian
persona.
The mode of presentation has shifted; it is as it Dante had addressed both
Francescaand Lust in the sec~nd Circle of Hell.
Of
do shift in dreams, but
course, modes or presentation
not in artistic recounting
of dreams.
Dante keeps his
symbolic
allegory
for pageants
and other acted·o~t
moments (after his beginning
cantos,
of course).
And ther~ is another problem in connection with the
young man with the Red Lizard.
Of these nine meetings
which I have outlined,
five of them end in damnation
(tho Ghost refuses to walk toward the mountains,
and
sometimes
simply vanishes
at this point),
three are not
settled (Lowis--the
character--does
not hear the conclusion of t~e discussion),
and one Ghost--this
young man-is saved.
I do not object to the lustful
young man
being saved,
obviously.
In fact, it fits into Dante's
schemes for 1~11 and Purgatory
where lust is punished
or purged at the top of each, as being the least serious of the sins.
(Our Victorian ancestors tended to
invert the medieval
hierarchy in this matter.)
Nor ~o
of the Red Lizard,
symI object to the transformation
bolizing
Lust, into the White Stallion,
beyoid the fact
of the shift
in mode which I have mentioned.
What I
do object to is that this young man is the only Ghost

Iii the whole5book mot by an angel--and he is the only
Ghost saved.
Every time I read the book I am left
with the feeling that if all Ghosts had been met by
angels, instead of redeemed souls, then more of them
And I
would have made that journey to the mountains.
believe, in an artistic way, this last objection I have
made is the most serious. Lewis took as his theme a
presentation of the choice between damnation and salvation. l~hcn he, with an artistic slip which could easily
have been corrected by making the angel into a human
soul, or by introducing less successful angels earlier-when he erred in his one presentation of salvation, he
erred drasticallv in his artistic treatment of his
theme.
I titled this part of my study '7he Generic Artistry" because I felt that it was basically in contrast
to the best example of the dream-vision tradition that
Lewis's failures in organization are clearest. And
this contrast to Dante is inescapable because of the
extended parallels (traced in Part I) between La
Divina Commedia and The C.reat Divorce.
CertaTiily
Dante is a suoremely weTl organized poet, an~ The Divine
Cdmedy, with its one hundred cantos divided as-eYe~
as possible into three canticles, each canticle ending
with the word stelle, reflects i%s author's passion for
order.
Lewis ~. in another connection:
It is true that medieval art offends in .•.
respect [to unity) more often than most art.
But this is its disease, not its essence.
It failed of unity because it attempted vast
When the
designs with inadequate resources.
design was modest-·as in C.awaine and the
Green Knight or in some Norman pai'TS'h~churches--or when the resources were adequate--as in Salisbury Cathedral and the Divine Cofedt·-then medieval art attains a~unity o t e highest order, because it embraces ihe greatest diversity of subordinated
detail.
I am not certain what we should say of a book which
attempts a modest design and doesn't achieve even that.
Certainly, a note from Lewis to his publisher, reprinted
in his Letters, suggests a rarity of appreciation:
"I
am always glad to hear of anyon9's taking up that
Cinderella, The Great Divorce."
Perhaps I may simply
suggest, speiilni'"'OF""the book's artistry, that it is
still weeoing in the garden, without a fairy godmother
in sight. 8
Appendix to Part IV:

A Brief Study in Genre

A modern critic has suggested some interesting
terminology for the generic study of prose fiction which
I would like to apply, briefly, to The Great Divorce.
Northrop Frye, in his Anatomy of Critic~
Four essays
(Princeton, ~ew Jersey: Princeton Oniversityl>r'ess,
195 7), discusses "Speci fie Continuous Forms (Prose Fiction)", pp. 303-314; he establishes four types of fiction:
1. The Novel (short form:
The Short Story)
Characteristics:
a. Extroverted (i.e., depicts
society)
b. Personal (i.e., deals with human
character)
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The Tale)
Characteristics:
a.
Introverted (i.e., depicts archetypal situations)
b. Personal
3. The Confession (short form: The Personal
Essay)
Characteristics:
a. Introverted
Intellectual
(i.e.,
deals with
b.
ideas or philosophic worldviews)
4. The Anatomy (short form: The Dialogue
or Colloquy)
Characterstics:
a., Extroverted
b.
Intellectual
After Frye establishes these four modes, he discusses
various combinations of them. For example, Melville's
~oby Dick is a combination of the Romance and the
natomr;--''where the romantic theme of the wild hunt expands into an encyclopaedic anatomy of the whale" (p.
313).
Finally, he reaches the Epic form, which combines all four types; Frye's example is Joyce's
Ulysses:
If a reader were asked to set down a
list of the things that had most impressed
him about Ultsses, it might reasonably be
First, the clarity
somewhat as oliows.
with which the sights and sounds and smells
of Dublin come to life, the rotundity of the
charactec-drawing,
and the naturalness of the
dialogue. Second, the elaborate way that the
story and characters are parodied by being
sot against archetypal heroic patterns,
notably the one provided by the Odyssey.
Third, the revelation of character and incident through the searching use of the streamof-consciousness technique.
Fourth, the constant tendency to be encyclopaedic and exhaustive both in technique and in subject
matter, and to see both in highly intellectu(p. 313)
alized terms.
Although I am not certain that the stream-of-consciousness technique is necessarily the same as the Confession
(doesn't it depend on how intellectual the thoughts
are?), one can see the point Frye is making.
Before applying th~se terms to The Great Divorce,
I would like to consider again Oante-rs-DiVi'iie· Comedb.
Obviously La Divina Commedia is not prose fiction,
ut
it is a "COiitliiiiOiJs Form" and I see no reason9why Frye's
terms may not be applied to narrative poetry.
Thus,
Uante's poem, in Frye's terms, is an Epic, for it embraces the Novel (the various historic characters set
in the poem, who often are concerned with society and
sometimes with their past position in it), the Romance
(a tale of ghosts and a medieval romance in which the
hero has to go through a ring of fire to meet his true
love on top of a mountain), the Confession (Dante's
sinful state at the start of the poem, and his whole
life's pattern based on his falling in love with
Beatrice), &nd the Anatomy (the theological discussions
which occur primarily in the Pur~atorio and the Paradiso).
And likewise, The Great ivorce is a FryeanEpic.
The Novel genre"TS indicated by the characters
who reveal themselves in speech. These character
sketches (except for the dialogue or monologue method
of presentation) might be considered a development of
the Theophrastian character, taken to an eschatological
level beyond La Bruyere's work or Dryden's Doeg and Og.
Equally, they might be considered a particular development of Browning's dramatic monologues.
But whatever
their generic background, their emphasis is on the relation of individuals to each other, and hence is
social (although the society may be simply a single
family).
Because each individual has an idee fixe
(his sin), they may seem to approach the anatoiiiY;-but
the idee is often not an intellectual idea (Sir
·ArchiliaTd, with his attempts10o prove an afterlife,
may be one of the exceptions
) but an emotion gone
wrong--shame or mother love, for example. The Romance
genre is indicated by the use of the dream-vision traditions and by the book being a tale of ghosts (including Lewis, who fails to vanish before sunrise).
The Confessional matter is in Lewis's relationship to
George Macdonald: the discovery of Phantas tes which
led eventually to Lewis's conversion.
And the Anatomy
genre lies in the discuss ions b e'tween Macdonald and
Lewis--about the nature of salvation and damnation (pp.
60-63, 68-69), about the dangers of natural affection
(pp. 88-89),
about the relationship of Heaven and Hell
(pp. 110-113),
and about the harrowing of Hell and universal salvation (pp. 114-115).
In his history of sixteenth-centurv . English litera-

®
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Christopher:
Considering
Divorce</i>
(Parts
IV, & V)
ture, Lewis welcomes the eXalllple
of Thomas
Watson's <i>The Great
sketches
of pride
(orIII, self-centeredness):
poetry,
for it iS all Golden and all minor:
a "safeguard '!ainst any tendency to make 'Golden' a eulogistic
term."l
Likewise, a critic might welcome The Great
Divorce as'an example to not take Frye's Elie aS"iiCaning
~e~~: The Great Divorce is. an Epic, but as has been
lriCITCateoearriCr) a stunted and misshapen one.
A Second Addition to Part IV: ~lythcon Discussion
As might have been expected, my paper on the
limitations of the artistry of The Great Divorce provoked
the most discussion of any of tli'e"'fOiiT'l)arts read at the
two Mythcons.
I add a qualification at the beginning of
Part V, which I do not wish to anticipate here, but some
summary of the critical dispute may be of interest.
Perhaps the point with which to begin is the
prepareJ question, intended to start to discussion;
Warren ilollister asked:
~light the salvation of the young-man-ghost
by the angel be an expression of Lewis's
Augustinianism?
In Augustine, salvation is
not, after all, a matter of individual choice
but of Jivine grace.
l~e cannot even choose
to accept or reject this grace, since the
acceptance of grace itself requires grace.
The implication that the angel
represents
sufficient g r ac e and that redeemed souls
represent insufficient grace is consistent
with Augustine.
To suggest that this
arrangement is unsymmetrical or unfair is
Pelagian. The anj!el kills the red lizard.

Thus Lewis writes in The Problem of Pain, Chapter V:
"The Fall of Man" (pp:-02-63 of tlie ine5 edition).
In
this sense, each Ghost in The Great Divorce is proud.
Jn the discussion between UiC ~Spirit and the Ghost
dressed in finery,
'friend,' said the Spirit.
'Could you,
only for a moment, fix your mind on so~ething
not yourself?'

It is true enough that a paradox is involved in
Christian belief at this point: "Work out your
salvation with fear and trembling, for God it is that
wo rk e t h in vou. •· llut I do not believe that Lewis was
Augustinian· enouj!h (or Calvinistic enough) to giv.:
only one side of the paradox, nor do I find him giving
major stress to God's initiative.
In Mere Christianity,
Book Iii: Beyond Personality, Ch. 7: "Let's Pretend",
L~"is states that Man plays at beinl! God in order to
be saved, and then in tne last paragraph reverses his
field:

(p.

'Ye
'It will maybe have succeeded,' he said.
will have divined that he meant to frighten
her; not that fear itself could make her less
a Ghost, but if it took her mind a moment off
herself, there might, in that moment, be a
chance. I have seen them saved so.'
( p.

---

Theologians will note that I am not here
intending to make any contribution to the
Pelagian-Augustinian controversy .... Where
the initiative lies in any instance of
such return (to God) is a question on
which I am saying nothing.
In short, I believe Hollister advances an interpretation
of the imagery of The Great Divorce ~hich is not typical
of Lewis's approacnelsewhere.
_
Three related proble..s were raised in
discussion by Jerry Pournelle: (1) Are not all the ghosts
damned through pride? (Z) Aren't the sins of the first
ghost and the last ghost deliberately parallel? (3)
Admitting that The Great Divorce is not well organized,
why make such ailrssueof it?
(Logically the last
problem contradicts the first two, but Pournelle was
not arguing an absolute artistry on the basis of points
one and two.)
I will consider the questions in order- not that the discussion at the meeting was this orderly,
nor that I was especially coherent.
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But, although the point about all of the Ghosts being
proud is well taken, it may not be useful as a statement
on the artistry: Gracia Fay Ellwood commented in the
discussion at the meeting that if they were all proud,
still the problem of arranging their different modes of
pride remained.
I am not certain that I can agree so certainly with Pournelle's suggestion that the first and
last Ghosts were deliberately parallel; in fact, I am
not certain I know what he meant.
If I remember the
~lythcon discussion correctly, he made the point two
or three times, but neither Gracia Fay Ellwood nor
myself, nor any of the others, picked it up--probably
because we were not certain, without checking a text,
that we knew which Ghosts came when. I assume from the
context of my paper he was speaking of the Ghosts who
were met by Spirits: thus the Big Nan (or Big Ghost)
and the Dwarf Ghost would be the two under consideration.
The Big Ghost insists four times th at he has not
received his rights--his
just due, as a man t:ho did his
best; instead of belligerency, the Dwarf (through his
Trasedian persona) projects self-misery, in order to
gain pity.
Both want something: what one considers
justice, and what the other considers pity or love.
Both refuse what is offered in the place of what they
want: charity. "I'm not as k i ng for anybody's bleeding
charity," says the Big Ghost.

But MY point is strengthened in tnat Lewis spends twe Lve
paragraphs on man's imitation of Christ, and only one
on God's savin2 grace g i ve n to n an ; Lewis admits the
paradox but emphasizes the individual's approach to
God.
An even clearer example of Lewis refusing
to be involved in the question which Hollister raises
appears in a footnote on p. 71 of the Geoffrey Bles
edition of The Problem of Pain:

I think in a basic sense Lewis would have
agreed that all of the sketches of the damned were

57)

And llacdonald comments later about the Naked Spirit summoning unicorns:

In a sense you might even say it is God
"no Joes the pretending.
The Three-Personal
God, so to speak, sees before Him in fact a
self-centred,
greedy, grumbling, rebellious
human an i raa L, llut iie says "Let us pretend
that this is not a mere creature, but our Son.
Let us pretend in order to make the pretence into
a reality."

--

... if we are to hold the doctrine of the
Fall in any real sense, we must look for
the great sin on a deep and more timeless
level than that of social morality.
This sin has been described by Saint
Augustine as the result of Pride, of the
movement whereby a creature (that is, an
essentially dependent being whose principle
of existence lies not in itself but in
another) tries to set up on its own, to exist
for itself. Such a sin requires no complex
social condi~ions, no extended experience,
no great intellectual development. From
the moment a creature becomes aware of God as
God and of itself as self, the terrible
alternative of choosing God or self for the·
centre is opened to it. This sin is committed
daily by young children and ignorant peasants
as well as by sophisticated persons, by
solitaries no less than by those who live in
society:
it is the fall in every individual
life, and in each day of each individual life,
the basic sin behind all particular sins: at
this very moment you and I are either committing
it, or about to commit it, or repenting it.

®

'Then do. At once. Ask for the
Bleeding Charity.
Everything is here for
the asking and nothing can be bought.'
(p. 32)

Charity in the sense of !!.8.!.E.:. or spiritual
offered the Dwarf:

love is also

'Love!' said the Tragedian striking
his forehead with his hand: then, a few notes
deeper, 'Love! Do you know the meaning of the
word?'

5

example,
believeArt.
that
Mythcon
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3 several of Lewis's !ketches of
'How should I not?' said the
Lady. Proceedings,
'I
Ghosts catch co111111on attitudes very precisely, but I
am in love.
In love,
do you understand?
Yes,
can think of no way to illustrate the point; either
now I love· tru""Ty,'
the reader sees their justness as he reads, or he
'You mean,'
said the Tragedian,
'you
doesn't.
Lewis faced a like problem in discussing John
mean--you
did not love me truly in the old
Donne's "Elegy XIX" in his essay "Donne and Love Poetry
days.'
~in the Seventeenth Century":
she
'Only in a poor sort of way,'
answered.
'I have asked you to forgive me.
If I call this a pornographic poem, I must
There was a little real love in it.
But what
be understood to use that ugly word as a
we called love down there was mostly the craving
descriptive, not a dyslogistic, term.
I
to be loved.
In the main I loved you for my
mean by it that this poem, in my opinion,
own sake: because I needed you.'

is intended to arouse the appetite it describes, to affect not only the imagination
but the nervous system of the reader. And
I may as well. say at once- -bu t who would
willingly claim to be a judge in such
matters?--that it seems to me to be very nearly
perfect in its kind.

'And now!' said the Tragedian with a
hackneyed gesture of despair.
'Now, you need
me no more?'
'But of course not!' said the Lady; and
her smile made me wonder how both the phantoms
could refrain from crying out with joy.
'What needs could I have,' she said,
'now that I have all? I am full now, not empty.
Strong,
I am in Love Himself, not lonely.
not weak.
You shall be the same. Come anJ
see. We shall have no need for one another
now: we can begin to love truly.'
(pp.

But perhaps it is a valid criticism of my cr1t1cism
to say that I should have tried to show (more directly
than I do in the fifth part) what th~ literary merits
of The Great Divorce are; even the pointing to qualities
whiCJl"one-cinnot fully explain is often helpful (however
much such a procedure is against my New Critical training).

103-104)

Beyond these points (which are perhaps
what Pournelle had in mind), I do not see much
resemblance.
The two Ghosts have almost opposite
personalities: harJness, demanding justice,
vs.
self-torment, demanding pity.
One is met by"li former
enployee, a murderer who moreover mentally murdered
his employer every night for years: the other
is met by a saint.
If I wanted to argue for a balance
in organization here, I would suggest not only the
parallels but also the complete oppositions.
Yet I am
doubtful of such a thesis: the major artistic difference
is not the antithetical content but the mode of presentation.
The Big Ghost shows no quavering in his demands
for what he means by justice; the Dwarf and the Tragedian
arc divided--the Dwarf can almost succumb to the Lady's
appeal to enter into joy, while the Tragedian speaks
(This difference in mode is between
only in its role.
all the early Ghosts and the last two, but some, such
as the Ghost in finery on p. 57, waver in the position
they hold; unlike the Big Ghost.)
Pournelle's thirJ point--why such an emphasis
on the lack of organization in The Great Divurce when
it is so obvious?--was
echoed ina question tossed me
at Jinncr, after the Jiscussion: ",foy bother to write
I was moved at the
about a book when you dislike it?"
time to protest that I did like the book, but I suppose
this does not really answer the question of "ll'hy
destructive criticism?" Obviously, if a critic believes
a book to be worthless and he is called upon to give an
evaluation of it, he will say what he believes; but (1)
if he believes a book to be poor, why should he spend
time attacking it when he could be writing on a book
he believes to be good?, or (2) if he believes a book
(or good) in some ways but seriously
to be interesting
flawed in others, why should he stress the flaws when
he writes about it?
The first of these two questions does not
really apply to me since I do find some good in The
Great )ivorce (as will become clear in the next part),
m think there is at least one answer to the question,
outside of some critic's malicious enjoyment of
attacking what is popular: a serious critic may analyze
the flaws of a poor work for educative reasons.
He
may want to show a prospective writer the sort of thing
to avoid, or to teach a reader how to recognize certain
types of typical flaws.
(No doubt few actual critics,
myself includ~d. ever analyze flaws with completely
pure cotives; man is usually not that saintly.) C. S.
Lewis, in An Experiment in Criticism, argues against
this sort OT criticism, out I nonetheless believe there
is value in it.
The second question--why stress flaws
instead of merits?--is also possible of answer, but I
would want again to give a demur about my practice.
Only one of my five sections stresses flaws; or, if it
is objected that the other sections are not.as concerned
with merits as with literary (and religious) tradition,
publication, and religious use, I will admit (what I
believe most critics will admit) that just praise is
far harder to write than critical attack. Must
criticism assumes the work is worth studying, or else
the.critic would not be bothering to write, and then
goes ahead with some type of study of minutiae.
For
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But let me more directly speak to the point
at issue.
One reason for pointing out the dismerits of
a work is simply to validate the criticism as not onesided. For example Lewis in discussing the writings
of George Macdonald comments "The texture of his writing
as a whole is undistinguisheJ,
at times fumblinii"
("Preface" to Gehrge Macdonald: An Anthology).
Unless
Lewis had made t is admission, wllo would trust what
else he said in favor of Macdonald's writings?
Wouldn't
it have been dismissed as special pleading for one of
his favorites? Thus (if my view of the book is correct)
unless a student of The Great Divorce says loudly that
the book is poorly organ'l"ZC'Cr,' anything else he says is
suspect.
This still leaves a question of proportion.
How much space should be given to blunders in a work
compared to its successes? Joseph Addison in his
Spectator papers spent one essay on the faults of
llilton's
Paradise Lost and twelve essays (one per book)
on its glories.
But1ie was dealing with a notably
Perhaps one can only suggest that
successful work.
the proportion of praise and blame must be according
to the degree of success or failure of a work.
Let me
narrow the question down: wh)• did I spend one of my
five essays on the poor organization of The Great
Divorce?
Am I suggesting that the book J:S""four-tifths
successful and one-fifth poor? Should I have just said
the book is poorly organized (as Lewis says ~tacdonald
writes poorly) and go on to other things?
I suppose one of the reasons I felt a
necessity to document my charges against the book's
organization is that I am an academician--and one of
the things I am constantly saying to students is that
they should back up what they say. The temptation to
generalize without adequate support is constant, but
it leads to intellectually shoddy work.
It is the
difference between a Darwin and an Alfred Russell
Wallace.
(I am being unfair to Wallace, of course.)

®

But the other reason I wrote so thoroughly
on the book's flaws in organization is a personal one:
one of my interests and pleasures is in the aesthetic
patterns of poems and fictions.
I suspect this is
related to a generic ability called by aptitudinists
Structural Visualization. At any rate, when my aptitudes
were tested when I was in junior nigh school, it was
suggested I should be an architect or a sculptor.
For
this reason or another, I am more interested in structur~
than some literature teachers, and I get more upset over
lack of structure in a student essay or a book I read
than some.
Thus, I do not think that Pourn~lle was foolish in his questioning of my approach; I suspect instead
that his interests and abilities lie in other directions
tn an mine, and that we shall simply have to allow room
for our disagreements over the seriousness of my
charges to continue to exist. If he had said that The
Great Divorce was perfectly organized and denied al'f"°""
ViI'iifity to my charges that would have been a different
matter.
Then our minds (if we both had read the book
with attention) would have been so different that
communication, that understanding, was impossible.
Difference in degree of emphasis among humans is
inevitable; difference in kind of thought is frightening.
(Not that we don't meet it sometimes.)
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Christopher: Considering <i>The Great
III, IV, &could
V)
This Divorce</i>
three-fold (Parts
structure

When I was explaining at the meeting why I
valued organiiation, Teny Rule suggested that I s~ould
rewrite ·The Great Divorce so that the young man with the
li:tard i'S'iiientioned as getting on the bus!~·
I
admitted I had begun a version in ~
~-·Halfway through my life, I found myself
Standing in a bus queue in a long, mean street;
Evening was closing in, anJ soon enough
A rain was falling--my head was damp; no treat
It seemed, remelllbering miles on miles of wandering
In everlasting evening mist, on foot,
By cheerless, lightless shopwindows; for I, meandering,
Could find no way out of dingy lodging houses,
Greasy eateries, fences with posters tattering,
Ill-kept vacant lots, redbrick warehouses,
A bookstore or two with flyspeckt windows pil'd
With old bestsellers.
But the queue arouses
~ly hopes--"llere's
life! Here's someone!"
But even better than an imitation of Lewis (which would
probably fail to catch many of his merits even if it
corrected some of his faults) would be an original work
which showed what I sought for in organization.
Part V: The Religious Application
These fragments I have shored against my ruins
--T. S. Eliot, The~
Land, 1. 431
tly dismissal of The Great Divorce in Part IV of my
study may have sounJea-Tinar;-but 1t should he pointed
out that I discussed only one type of artistry there:
that of structure or c r g ant z a t Ion . Traditionally,
in
analyzing fiction, one also discusses characterization,
setting, symbolism, noint of view, style, and theme.
If my structural analysis has left the fiction in fragments, they may still be brilliant fragments.
But I do not intend to attempt a full, formal
analysis of the literary merits of The Great Divorce.
I have admitted what I believe to bC"the-liO'O'k's ma1or
flaws--and very serious flaws they are: I would like
now to consider some of the book's merits, but merits
of an essentially non-literary nature.
I recall at
llythcon I that I was discussing with Kathryn Lindskoog
my plans for future parts of my paper, and my view of
the lack of essential organization in The Great Divorce;
she replied that she coulJ understand wnat"""'T"iiieant,.
but it was not something which had occurred to her in
her readings and re-readings of the book. And yet I
feel certain, from her two essays on the Chronicles of
~arnia, that she is quite open to certain types of
literary effects. Another anecdote may be even more to
the point of what I am at tempt in~ in this section.
A
friend of mine who lives in a suburb of Dallas, T~xas,
underwent much psychological
stress a few years ago
when he and his wife left their rigidly structured,
fundarnentalistic Church, which was in the process of de·
Churching (its ter~ for excommunicating) a minister who
At the moment my friend is in
was a friend of theirs.
one of the "underground" Churches in the Dallas area,
. but at the time of which I speak he found The Great
Oivorce, read it once, said hmm, and read itthrough
again. Since his master's oegree is in physics, not in
1 i terature, he offered me no comment on the aesthetics
of the book, but he found something he needed at the
time in the book, probably in the pictures of G~osts
concerned with their rights and not concerned wit~ love.
Therefore, I would like to turn to the question of
how a person reads a book in a religious manner. One
answer (which is fairly adaptable to Lewis's book) is 1
set forth in Louis L. Martz' The ~ry
of Heditation,
which attempts to demonstrate"tne--rnaeDte<fness of the
Metaphysical Poets of the Seventeenth Century to the
religious art of meditation.
Martz summarized the organization of a meditation as three-fold:
1.
Composition (memory): that is, the person
meditating pictures the scene from the Bible,
er of the Last Judgment, or whatever he is
meditating on (even a meditation on his own
sins will take the foTlll of an allegorical
picturing of his sins besieging himself like
a castle).
Z. Analysis (understanding):
the meditator
will ask what the meaning of the scene is,
what he intends to receive fro111 '1.is subject,
what the proper response to the subject matter is.
3.
Colloquy (affections, will):
the meditato:, pr?hably_in a pra~er a~dressed ~o God,
possibly in a dialogue with himself, will
attempt to arouse the ~roper emoti~nal r~sponse to the scene which he had first visualized.
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be (and often was)
in the treatises
on m~ditation.pubhighly elaborated
lished in the Seventeenth Century
(particularly
1n
those of the Counter Reformation),
but the basic organization underlies most of them.
Obviously, when a reader begins with a book such
as The Great Divorce the first step of this process is
donc-Tor-niiii.
Ifie picture is described
in the text of
the book by the author.
The reader, of c?ur~e,
must
allow his mind to be engaged by the descr1pt1ons
and the
presentation
of characters--he
cannot just hastily skim
over the words; he must follow the discussions between
Macdonald and Lewis also (although that gets us into
the parts where Lewis also does the second step for the
reader).
And it is notable,
in the case of The Great
two major emphases in UiC D0"01(°
Divorce, that Lewis's

(other than his autobiographical relationship to Macdonald) are connected to some of the topics mentio~ed
under the first point above. Ills whole framework i s a
picture of the Day of Judgment put in ter~s! not of a
court handing down a sentence, but of ind1v1duals
choosing their style of existence (cf. Pa:t I, ~oo~n?te
10 last paragraph).
The other emphasis is on 1nd1viduai sins. Here Lewis develops his material with type
characters ("humor" characters, for those who know Ben
Jonson's term).
The reason for this is obvious enough.
Either a writer can do a psychological study of one or
a few characters, tracing (if it is his purpose) the
multitude of sins and impulses to sin in an individual;
or he can present characters accor~ing to their "ruling passion", thu~ depicting a series o~ separate
corruptions.
Lewis's tendency not to give the r.hosts
names but simply labels--such as "the !lard-Bitten Ghost"
(p. 52)--is indicative of this second type of develop·
ment. The discussion between Lewis and Hacdonald about
the Ghost of a woman who is complaining about her treatment on earth raises this development by types to the
eschatological:
• ... The question is whether she is a
grumbler,
or only a grumble (says Macdonald).
If there is a real woman--even the least trace
of one--still there inside the itrumbling,
it
can be brour,ht to life again.
If there's one
wee spark ~der all those ashes, we'll blow
it tiil the whole pile is red and clear.
But
if there's nothing but ashes we'll not go on
blowing them in our own eyes forever. They
must be swept up.'
'But how can there be a grumble without
a grumbler?'
.
'The whole difficulty of understanding
llell is that the thing to be understood i~ so
nearly Nothing.
But ye'll have had.experienc es . . . it beg ins with a grumbling mood,
and yourself still distinct fro~ it:
perhaps
criticising
it. And yourself, in a dark hour,
may will that mood, embrace it. Ye can re·
pent and come out of it again. But there may
come a day when you can do that no l?n¥e:.
Then there will be no~
left to criticise
the mood nor even to enJOY it, but just the
grumble i'.ts~lf going on forever like a machine .... •
(np. 68-69)
Thus for Lewis's purposes, the presentation of types
is e~sential. 3 Or, to avoid "the personal heresy", I
should say "for the religious reader's p~rpo~es":. ~or
I do not know what intentions Lewis had in his writing.
What I suggest is, I suppose, obvio~s.
The r~ligious reader will picture each scene, ln Fr~y Luis.de
Granada's phrase, in his "owne harte"4: .he will, while
the Grumbler is holding forth, or the Episcopal Ghost,
or tile Hard-Bitten Ghost, o r the C.host bothered by
Shame, attend to the presentation, forgetting about
himself for the moment.!>
After this picturing of the scene, then the reader
analyzes it, asking (as has.been said before) what the
meaning of it is and what his proper re~ponse should
. be. This proper response, of course, differs according to the purpose of the reading: a literary re~der
of The Great Divorce may respond with a type of literary
enjoymeiit"tO the portraits of the woman bothered b~
Shame and the youn~ man bother~d by Lust; he may find
the first amusing in that she is met by a Saved Soul
who is naked and who therefore, without intent (or p~rhaps by divine intention), embarrasses her; he may find
the second psychologically truthful i~ that t~e young
man both wants and does not want to give up his dependence on lust•(substitute
the use of df"l:1gs or any ?ther
habit or compulsion, and the psychological truth is much
the same); this reader, after his first enjoyment, may
even wonder if Lewis could have presented these sexual
matters so effectively without the uge ?f symbols, the
herd of unicorns and the red lizard: finally, but here
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my sweet
that I love so well.
For into
he begins to abandon the directly literary
response
for
Paradise go none but such folk as I shall tell
the generic,
he may consiJer
the relationship
of these
thee now: Thither go these same old priests,
presentations
to.those
other, mo~e fully symbolic images
and halt old men and maimed, who all day and
discussed
by Lewis in his Alle~ory
of Love.
The relinight cower continually before the al tars, and
gious reader, on the other han , picturiiii the scenes
in the crypts; and such folk as wear old manin his heart, will ask himself the degree to which he
tles and old tattered frocks, and naked folk
himself
is motivated
by Shame or Lust.
Sir Philip
and shoeless, and covered with sores, perishSidney's
Muse advised him to look into his heart and
ing of hunger and thirst, and of cold, and of
write; the Christian
(or the ~loral Theist of any perlittle ease. These be they that go into
suasion)
is advised by the l~ly Spirit to look into his
Paradiso; with them have I naught to do. But
heart as he reads.
.
into llell would I fain zo : for into llell fare
If this inward checking finds the presence of sin,
the goodly clerks, anJ goodly knights that
with God,
the subject of the third stop, the colloquy
fall in tourneys and great wars, and stout
is decided.
A confession of his sin to God, a prayer
men-at-armsJ and all men noble.
IHth these
for grace,
an exhortation
to himself to avoid the sin
would I ratner go. And thither pass the
(based on the danger of damnation as shown in The Great
sweet ladies and courteous that have two
Divorce)--these
are the proper emo7ional
responses-roF""
lovers, or three, and their lords nlso
the conclusion
of this meditation.
thereto. Thither go the gold, and the silver,
At this point it may seem as if my subject matter
and cloth of vair, and cloth of gris, and
is exhausted:
that I have run through the three points
harpers, and makers, and the prince of this
of a meditation,
and that's
the end of it.
However,
world. With these I would gladly go, let me
rather
than stopping,
I should
like to reconsider and
but have with me Nicolette, my sweetest
add to the second and third points.
I began my discuslady. 11
sion of the first point by saying that ~he whole setting
Therefore,
when Lewis, trying as an orthodox Christian
of The Great nivorce reflects
the traditional topic of
to picture lleaven as created by God, the source of all
medlf3tiiig()n
the Last Judgment,
but somehow in my degood things--when he describes the after life, he makes
velopment,
I got into a discussion
of the types of sins
the edge of Heaven a beautiful landscape and edge of
Of course,
these topics are related.
As
presented.
lloll a run-down area of a large city.
No Joubt Lowis
Dante said of The Divine Comedyh
the subject is "~Ian,
is here counting nn a rather Wordsworthian sense of
as by good or ITT deserts,
1n t e exercise of his free
values, but Wordsworth (or the idea of nature, for which
choice, he becomes liable to rewarding
or punishing
8 But ll1Y point is that the religious reader
he was one expressor) has colored the Rritish and lu!lcrJustice.
11

11

of Lewis's book nas more to meditate on than just the
character sketches.
To begin with, a numher of Lewis's images of Heaven
and Hell are far from traditional.
For example, Heaven
is far larger than Hell--even though the latter is in
the process of continually moving apart (pp. 112-113,
for size; p. 20, for the d i.v Ls i vcne s s of flell).
Likewise, fleaven is hard and real, the saved souls are
"Solid People", while the damned are :iale, transparent
Lewis has an interesting comment on
Ghosts (p. ~O ff.).
related symbolism in his preface to the second edition
of The Scrcwtape Letters:
~... the really ~crnicious image is Goethe's
lleph is tophe les.
It is Faust, not he , who
really exhibits the ruthless, sleepless,
unsmiling concentration upon self which is the
mark of hell. The humorous, civilised, sensible, aJaptahlc ~~phistopheles has helped to
strengthen the illusion that evil is liberating.
A little man may sometimes avoid some
single error made hy a great one, and I was
determined that my own sy~bolisn should at
For humour
least not err in Goethe's way.
involves a sense of proportion and a power of
seeinr. yourself from the outside.
Whatever
else we attribute to beings who sinned through
pride, we nust not attribute this. Satan,
said Chesterton, fell through force of gravity.
lk oust nicturc hell as a state where evc r v one is perpetually conce rned about his own·
dignity and advancement, where everyone has a
grievance,
and where everyone lives in the
deadly serious passion~ nf envy, self-importance, and resentment.
While Lewis's col'lments have application to the demons
in the book he is discussing and to the damned in The
Great Uivorce, the general point lies in his choice-Qf
~s
for the afterlife. ~otice, for example, this
speech by the Uevil in the third act of George Bernard
Shaw's nan and Sune rrian :
~-It"Ts true that the world cannot get on without me; but it never gives me credit for
that: in its heart it mistrusts and hates
me. Its sympathies arc all with misery, with
poverty, with starvation of the body, and of
the heart. I call on it to sympathize with
joy, wity01ove, ~ith happiness, with
beauty-Shaw is, of course, having his joke: he has identified
Heaven with Victorian Puritanism, and Hell with Romantic emotionalism. But the joke has a long historic
background. The ~ew Testament identifies the world as
ruled by Satan (an idea developed by Lewis in his
Ransom trilogy), and conks and nuns have for many centuries taken vows of poverty and (in whole or part)
withdrawn from the world. And, on the other side, one
recalls the passage in the medieval French Aucassin and
Nicolette where the hero declares for Hell:
-"In Paradise what have I to win? Therein I
seek not to enter, but only to have Nicolette
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ican concepts of good for almost two centuries.
Likewise, his description of fleaven as larP.er than
llell, as solider, as more real, is an attempt to symgood exists by itself, evil is
bolize orthodox belief:
only a parasite.
Lewis in his character sketches shows
evil as psychologically unhealthy and good as sanity,
as love, as joy.
In fact, the qualities which Shaw's
love,
devil identifies with himself and llcll--joy,
happiness, bcauty--arc precisely the qualities which
Lewis finds in llcavcn.
(~lote Sarah Smith, as L.:wis's
fullest example.)
There are, of course, theological
Jifferenccs in the views presented, not just a difference in final terminology; Lewis insists
(as in the
Angel killing the red lizard) that one mu s t die to himself before he is able to obtain these qualities, while
Shaw Joes not.
Therefore, the religious reader of The Groat
nivorce may well find himself, in his inagTnii'ti:VC
entrance into lte avcn , in unfaniliar territory.
lfis
analysis will ask, in nart, if Lewis's Romantic presentation of salvation is correct.
Jf he decides it is,
if he decides that God is joy, love happiness, and
beauty, then his colloquy will be a prayer for spiritual
help in eliminating the· ideas of fleaven which he has
or
received from other sources, from misunderstandings
(in the case of some works) from understandings,
and a
prayer that he too may partake of the joy, love, happiness, and beauty, in his due degree.
No doubt at this point I could start over again.
I
have not discussed tho discussions b<!twecn Macdonald and
Lewis (at least dircctly·-the point about the relative
size of flcaven and Hell comes out in one of their conversations).
I have not pointed out how Lewis does not
explain everything as fully as ho could--probably
to
give the reader something to ponder, to respond to, on
his own.lZ
(It's not the kind of religious hook which
drives home every possible point; the symbols mean noro
than words need explain.)
I have not discussed Lewis's
intensity on the matter of an indiviJual choosing (a
theme which reappears in many of his books).
~or have
I even pointed out the possible applications of Lewis's
Reflections on the Psalms to the religious reader's
r.1editations,tortnat1>Ci'Ok shows Lewis meditating on
the Psaltery in something of the same way that I have
suggested a reader may use The Great Divorce. But no
·doubt I too should leave somethrng-ilnsa1d.
The main
point has heen the application that reader may make of
Lewis's book, both for the acknowledgement of his own
sins and for the clarification of his ideas of l.od.

®

FOOTNOTES, PART lll.

l. Accordiog to Sam Moskowitz, "How Scieoee Fiction
Got its Name", ~lorers or the In.fioite: Shaters or
Science Fiction
ieveian<r: i10'rld Plibiishingompany
I
Meridian Books, ?1202, n. d. [f96~?7), pp. 318-319,
Hugo Gernsback coined the term scieotifiction and
used it for a subtitle for Amazin~ Stories oo the
first issue of April 1926, es wel as iD other magazines he edited at the time. Amazio~ Stories (by
theD under another editor) dropped t e use of the
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Christopher: Considering <i>The Great Divorce</i> (Parts III, IV, & V)
L
One aspect of the artistry not considered

term in 1932 (p. 326).
However, the term waa revived
by Startli!!feStoriea !roa 1939 to 1953 (p. }}2).
Preauaab~ wla picked up the tera !roa one or the
other o! these aagazinea.

2. The passage which should be but is not footnoted appears on p. 126 o! the American edition (New
York: The 1'1aclllillan Co11pa.ny, 1946).
.la aentioned in
earlier parts o! this atu~ o! The Great Divorce the
citation !or the English edition-fe-.ry;QDdon: Geoftrey
Blea, Ltd., 1945". B.r the way, two other oaiaaiona
occur in the berican edition: the epigraph on the
title page !roa George Macdonald, and the dedication
ot the book to Barbara Wall. (I wiab to thank Walter
Hooper, in the letter cited in the next footnote, !or
reminding me o! these.)
}. The Rev. Walter Hooper baa suggested to me in a
letter (6 July 1971) that the wartime aaTing or paper
in Britain led Geo!!rey Blea to use aaaller type (and
Thia attempt to save
cheaper paper) than Macmillan.
paper·~ also 'be the reason that the British edition
did not add Roman numerals (with their extra apace);
on the other hand, since the iaerican edition did not
appear until the year after the British, it is slightly
more probable that the American was set !rom the
British and the Roman numerals were simply added to
the sections 'beginning tops o! pages.
4. I wish to thank the Research Committee or
Tarleton State College, Stephenville, Texae, !or
funds to purchaaecopies o! these inatsllaente.
5. I am sorry to use so man;r Roman numerals, 'but
I am following the newspaper for installments and
the l.Jnerican edition for chapters.
Bibliographic
convenience would suggest that one of them should
have used Arabic numbers.
6. On the 'basis of this third chart, I judge it
quite possible (not necessarily probable) that
Lewis's tjpescript was used only for the newspaper
Prom the newspaper, Blea could have set the
version.
'book, keeping some of the divisions between episodes
as chapters but eliminating others if the1 seemed to
interrupt the story (often a conversation) too
abruptly. One major point against this is that the
final chapter is separated in the book 'but not the
newspaper: thus Bles does not just follow the
The footnote discusae-d in my
newspaper edition.
first paragraph is also an argument against it, but
the footnote could have been added to the proofs.
7. I owe knowledge of the British newspapers' use
of double quotation marks to Hooper's letter, cited
in footnote }.
8. Hooper confirms Lewis's
quotation marks.

PART V.:

habitual use of double

PART IV.

L
Perhaps because he had dealt with gluttony in
~ Screwtahe Letters: see Letter 17, about the patient's mot er.
2.
Even Lewis Carroll has been faulted by some
critics for the clearer statement of the adventure being
a dream in Through the Lookin,-Glass, as contrasted to
its predecessor; cr.-especial y the shifts in Chapter
Five.
3.
In my list above, numbers one, two (this
bishop perhaps being the equivalent for Lewis of the
Popes Dante placed in Hell?), five, six, and nine are
damned; numbers three, four, and seven are not settled.
4.
Cf. my eleventh footnote in Part I for W. H.
Auden's objection.
5.
The closest to another meeting between an
angel and a Ghost is the adventure of ·Ikey (called the
Intelligent Man, pp. 19-23, and the Ghost in the Bowler,
pp. 46-48), where he carried off a golden apple, although warned against it by the Water-Giant (the angol
in the waterfall, p. 48).
But this angel has not come
down from the mountains to meet him.
6.
Lewis, The Allegory of Love (New York: Oxford University Press (Galaxy BOOk-;-til!' 17), 1958), pp.
141-142.
Lewis's interest in the variety within the
unity of Dante is probably best shown in his study of
the "Imagery in the Last Eleven Cantos of Dante's
'Comedy'" (C. S. Lewis, Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, ed. Walter rTOoper (CambT'i<rge:-Camb~idge University Press, 1966), pp. 78-93}.
~
Lewis, Letters of C. S. Lewis, ed. W. H.
Lewis (London: Geoffrey Bles-;-tt<r.~6), p. 259.
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in my text is that of the two lyrics imbedded in The
Great Divorce.
One of these is the prose lyric set""in
ifilTcs as the song of "Nature or Arch-nature of that
land" (pp. 94-95).
Cf. the twelfth footnote to Part I
for some details about two minor printing errors. The
second, third, and fourth paragraphs of this lyric
(which are also single sentences) each have a colon
about half way through the sentence: Lewis may be
thinking of a church chant with a middle pause. (ll'hat
is to be done with the first paragraph is not clear to
me.) As a liturgical chant, the poem seems acceptable
enough in its slightly generalized imagery--e.g., "the
strengths that once 9pposed your will shall be obedient
fire in your blood and heavenly thunder in your voice."
But the half-lines are longer than most choirs coultl
carry on one breath:
perhaps Arch-nature was not both·
ered by the problem.
The other lyric is also like a psalm in The Book
of Common Praherh with a colon in the middle O"f""ei'CnTrne;-DU'f wit sorter, more chantable lines than the
first poem (pp. 109-110).
Perhaps, since "Bright
Spirits: (i.e., redeemed souls) sing this, it is deliberately closer to something which can be sung by humans.
It olso reflects the parallelism of the Psalms:
e.g.,
"She is the bird that evades every net: the wild deer
that leaps every pitfall." The main trouble with its
aesthetics is the incongruity in its imagery--"the arm'd
knight" (1. 3), "bullets" (1. 4), "the invisible germ"
(1. 6), and "dinosaurs" (1. 10),
for example; one would
hardly expect the same person to be threatened by bullets and dinosaurs,
as the poem indicates (no humans
were alive in the age of dinosaurs, anyway).
In "A Study of Dymer~, I have applied them to
9.
Lewis's poem. This essay is sc eduled to appear in
Orcrist, Number 6.
10.
The r.reat Divorce, pp. 64-65 (recounted by
George Macdona1ar;--one wonders if this is a satiric
jibe at Sir Arthur Conan Doyle and his spiritualism.
11.
For Macdonald's suggestion of universal salvation, see Chapter XLIV of Lilith where the princess
sleeps until "she has fori:ot~ough to remember
enough, then she will soon be ripe, and wake" (George
Macdonald, Phantastes and Lilith [London: Victor
understand that
Gollancz, Ltd., 1962),"""ji7 ~I
Origen, one of the early Church Fathers, also suggested
that Satan might be saved at last (I found a reference
to him in llel en r.ardner' s A Reading of Paradise Lost
[London: Oxford University Press, 1905). p. 52)-. 12.
Lewis, English Literature in the Sixteenth
Century, Excludinf Drama (London: OxFOrdlTniversity
Press, 1954), p , 8r.i .
Louis L. ~:artz, The Poetry£!. Meditation:
A Stu~y in English Religious-i:Ttcrature of the Scventeent Century, Revised EJ it ion (New llaven aiid London:
Chapter I, "The Method
Y'iTClTniversity Press, 1962).
of llcdi tation", is the basis for my three-point summary
which follows above; see especially p. 38. By the way,
a book which suggests more directly the use of literature for religious purposes (instead of studying the
way literature reflects a religious organization)
is
Charles Osgood's Po£tfY as a Means of Grace.
I read
Osgood's book some i teen years agD;" WliCiln:-. Jewel
~:urtzbaugh recommended it in her Spenser class at the
University of Oklahoma; I no longer remember his precise approach to the works of »ante, Spenser, Herbert,
and whoever else he discussed, nor do I have a copy
available, but the general tenor of his work has remained in my mind as an example of a religious approach
which did not deny (or ignore) literary merits.
2.
Perhaps this is equivalent to Dante's comments about those whose souls are in llell before their
deaths.
Cf. L'Inferno, Canto XX.XIII, 11. 118-157.
3.
Lewis mentions something similar (but not
the same) in An Exneriment in Criticism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press,"l"961),
pp. 17-18; using_
ikon to mean "any representational object, whether in
two tlimensions or three, which is intended as an aid to
devotion", he comments:
... a particular ikon may be itsel-f a work of
art, but that is logically accidental; its
artistic merits will not make it ... a better
ikon. They may make it a worse one. For its
purpose is, not to fix attention upon itself,
but to stimulate antl liberate certain activities in ... the lfOrshipper. . .. A crucifix
exists in order to direct the worshipper's
thought and affections to the Passion. It
had better not have any excellencies, subtle-
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ties, or originalities
whichMythcon
will fixProceedings,
atten(I Art.
assume)
uses the word~
to.open
deliberately
Hence devout people may,
tion u~on itself.
and close this discussion:
the Ghost greets Dick by
for th1s purpose,
saying" ... no doubt you've broadened out again."
prefer the crudest and
emptiest ikon.
The emptier, the more perme(p. 36) and leaves humming "City of God, how broad
able; and they want,
as it were, to pass
In between ~he Bi~hop ~s revealed ~o
and far" (p , 43).
through the material
image and go beyond.
have accepted his ideas from his period without .. questionThe characterization
by types fits somewhere between
ing them to have lost the use of Reason to arrive at
realistic individualism
and Lewis's
"crudest ikon":
truth a~d to be wrong about the nature of happiness. If
those who know Graham Hough's A Preface to "The Faerie
Luwis0givos
more examples of emotional sins than inte~11, w. Norton Company-;-1Ym
wrrr-Queene" (New York:
lectual ones, this is probably because he felt (I ~o;ieve,

FCCi!T his circular chart of literary types (p. 107),
where "humor literature and romance of types" appears
at 2:30 on his clock (halfway between naive alle~ory at
at 12:00 and Shakespearean balance of theme and realism
at 3:00, or--closer to my earlier comparison--halfway
hetween novelistic realism, 4:30-5:00,
and "emblem or
hieratic symbolism", about 10:30.
I am bothered, however, about the non-artistic emphasis which Lewis has in his mention of icons.
Extending this to literature,
one :1ould have to argue that
the poorest literature may be the most useful religiously.
I doubt that this is so.
(In fact, in so far
as a reader is bothered by Lewis's artistic errors in
The Great IHvorce- -why only one Ghost is met by an ang e L,
iiiiU wnyonly that soul is saved, for example- -the
reader cannot use the work at all.)
I see only one
nroblem with meditation based on well-written works:
~ome readers may be so delighted with the work that they
will not stop to meditate (like Lewis's suggestion that
some will he distracted by the beauty of the icon).
For these readers only (and probably for them only at
certain times), a Lenten fast is necessary at times of
But the 111 timate goal of Christianity is a
meditation.
feast, not a fast.
4.
Quoted in Har t z , p. 30.
S.
Cf. the act of "receiving" the work of art,
as enjoined in Lewis's An Experimcnt in Criticism,
especially Chapters III-;-Iv, anJ IX. --n"fhe 'recipient'
It is
wants to rest in (the content of literary art).
for him, at least temporarily,
an end. That way, it
may be compared (upward) with religious contemplation
or (downward) with a game" (p. 89),
My comparison is
perhaps d ounwa rd from religious meditation (not the
final mystical step of contemplation) to~litcrary reading.
6.
Cf. Lewis's comment about descriptions of
the act of love, reported by George Railey, "In the
University",
C. S. Lewis:
Speaker and Teacher, ed.
Carolyn l\eefe'"TGT.in01raj)Td:o;, Michigarl:' Zondervan Publishing 110....se, 1971),
p , R6.
~~examples of these sins have been emo7.
tional--Shame and Lust. The clearest example of an
intellectual sin (the Bright Spirit refers to "sins of
the Intellect" on p , 37) is that of the episcopal
Ghost.
It is easy to read this dialogue as Lewis's
conservative view of liberal Christianity.
(Lewis once
wrote, "I a111 ... not especially 'high,' nor especially
'low,' nor especially anything else"--llere Christianitv [~!ew York: The !facmillan Company,!V'S"8), p . vi; I
rake the last phrase to be a litote.)
Indeed, Lewis

u1.

.

Andrew Lang (trans.),
"Au c a s s i n anJ
l\icolete'', tledieval Ronanc e s , ed. Roger Sherman Loomis
and Laura Jtibbard Loomis (:\uw York: Random !louse/The
'·lodern Library,
195 7) , p. 251.
.
12.
Cf. C. S. Lewis, "What Chaucer really did to
Selected Literary Essavs, ed. Walter
'11 Filostrato'",
lloopcr (Cambridge:
Cambridge University' ~rcss, 1969),
p . 4 2: "In cs tabl ish ing such a. case ~s mine, the author
who transfers relentlessly to his article all the passages listed in his private notes can expec~ nothing but
weariness from the reader."
In The Great ntvor ce , an
,
indicative passage appears on p.-g):
'Do ye understand all this, my Son? said the
Teacher.
'I don't know about!..!..!.· Sir,' said I.
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quite rightly) that they are more common.
The religious
reader's response to this dialogue, of course, will depend on his theological beliefs.
A Hroad Chur~hman (such
as Bishop James Pike was, in the Protestant Episcopal
Church) will feel attacked, even though he can turn it
aside with an admiration of the wit or a discountinr. of
the passage because of the author's known biases. On
the other hand, conservatives arc likely to enjoy tne
"roasting" of a liberal. Lewis presumably meant tho passage to affect the less certain who arc between the two
positions.
But whatever response a reader makes to the
satire, to make religious use of it in meditation (as
I am suggesting in this essay) is more difficult .. If
the religious reader is a conservative, then he miglit
use it as an examination of himself for heretical tendencies.
(Perhaps if he is a liberal, he is not likely
to be using anything by Lewis for the basis of meditation.)
And I have no doubt that Lewis considered each
of the intellectual qualities distorted in the Bishop
quite dangerous--damnably dangerous--to a person's salvation.
But I cannot help thinking that this passaee is
more likely to cause readers to pick sides and start
arguing than to meditate on their intellectual sins.
From Uante's letter to Can C.randc dells
8.
Scala, quoted in translation in norothy Sayer's "Introduction" to her translation of The 7omefty of Dante
Alighieri the Florentine:
CantiCa :
e1r('lraT'fimore,
Maryland: l'enguin Books, 1949), p.-15.-9,
C. S. Lewis, "The Screwtape Le t t e r s " and
Guo! fry Bles,
"Screwtape Proposes !!. Toast'"""(London:
1961), TlP· 8-!J.
10.
Be rn a rd Shaw, !Ian and Suoerman: ~ Cgmety
and a Philosophy (BaltimorC::larylana:
Penguin oo·s,
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